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8246. Misbrianding of codttonseed anenl. V.S * % * vy, Cleveland . Camp~
bell (C. L. Campbell & Ceo.). Plea of guilty. Fine, $50 and costs,
(F. & D. No. 9895, 1. 8. No. 15420-p.) .

On October 28, 1919, the United States attorney for the Bastern District
of Illineis, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
Distriet Court -of the United States for said district an information against
Cleveland L. Campbell, trading as-C. L. Campbell & Co.; doing business at Cairo,
111, alleging shipment by said defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs -
Act, as amended, on or about January 10, 1818, from the State of Illinois into
the State of Michigan, of a guantity of an unlabeled article, invoiced and billed
as cottonseed meal, which was misbranded.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the réason
that it was food in package form, and the quantity of the contents was not
plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package.

-On June 10, 1920, the defendant entered a plea of guilty to the mformatlon
and the court imposed a fine of $50 and costs. T

B D, Bavx, Actinyg Secretary of Agricultum.

8247. Misbranding of Golden,. Rule Molasses .Feged.. U. 8. * * * w, The
ﬁnlte(l States Stock ¥oed Co., a Cmporatmu Plea of guailty.,
Flne, $10 and costs. kfr & D. No. 11952, 1.'8. No. 10100—1) -

On June 2 1920 the Umted States attomey for the Western DIStllCt of
Missouri, actmg upon a report by the Secretary of Agnculture ﬁled in the
District COurt of the United St‘ltes for said dlStI‘lCt an information agamst
the United States Stock Food” C‘o, a corporation, Kansas City, Mo., allegmg
shipment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended,
on or about December 20, 1918 from the State of stsoum into the State of
Indiana, of a quantity of an article which was unlabeled, but which was in-
voiced as “ Golden Rule Molasses Feed,” and wh1ch was 1msb1anded

Misbranding of the article was alleved in Lhe mformatmn for the reason
that it was food in package form, and the quant: ty of the contents thereof was
not plainly ‘and conspicuously marhed on the outs’ de of the package.

On June 12, 1920, a plea of qulty to the 1nf01matlon was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $10 and costs.

D D. Barg, Actmg Secretary of Agricullure.

8248. Adulteration and misbranding of Milkoline. U, S. * * * v, Robert
" C. Combs et al. (Milkoline Mfg. Co.). Plea of guilty. Iine, $120
and costs. (I. & D. No. 9867, 1. S. Nos. 10774-m, 8917-p, 8918-p, 5858-r.)

On November 22, 1919, the United States attorney for the Western District
of Missouri, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against
Robert C. Combs, James E. Chandler, and Carl W, Kent, copartners, trading
as the Milkoline Mfg. Co., Kansas City, Mo., alleging shipment by said defend-
ants, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended, on or about May 10,
1917, and Septemiber 9, 1917, from the State of Missouri into the State eof
Kansas, and on or about August 23, 1918, from the State of Missouri into the
State of Indiana, of quantities of an article, labeled in part “ Mllkohne,” Wthh
was adulterated and misbranded.

Analyses of samples from the several shipments made by the Bureau of
Chemistry of this department showed that the product contained free sulphuric
acid in amounts varying from 2.8 per cent to 4.06 per cent, and that it was
not made froi pure buttermilk condemsed and modified.
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Adulteration of the article in these shipments was alleged in substance . in
the information for the reason that a substance, to wit, a product which con-
tained added sulphuric acid, had been substituted in part for pure, condensed,
modified buttermilk which the article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged in substance for the reason that the statements,
to wit, “ Milkoline is pure condensed modified buttermilk,” “ Milkoline, made
from pure buttermilk,” and “ Milkoline bheing made from pure buttermilk,”
borne on the labels attached to the barrels, “ Milkoline is pure condensed butter-
milk concentrated and modified” and “ Milkoline is pure buttermilk condensed
and modified,” borne on the labels attached to the bottles, and ‘ Milkoline isg
pure condensed buttermilk concentrated and modified ” and ¢ Milkoline is pure
buttermilk condensed and modified,” borne on the labels attached to the jugs
containing the article, regarding it and the ingredients and substances contained
therein, were false and misleading in that they represented that the article
was a product composed wholly of pure condensed modified buttermilk, and
that said product was made from pure buttermilk, and for the further reason
that it was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into
the belief that it was a product composed wholly of pure, condensed, modified
buttermiik, and that said preduct was made from buttermillk, whereas, in truth
and in fact, said article was not a product éomposed wholly of pure condensed
modified buttermilk, but was composed in part of: added sulphuric acid. Mis-
branding was alleged in substance for the further reason that said statements,
designs, and devices regarding the therapeutic or curative effects of the article,
borne on the labels of the Dbottles, barrels, and jugs containing it, falsely and
fraudulently represented:it to be effective (in ease of the article in barrels)
to clean out the bowels and intestines of all dead matter and to eliminate the
possibility of a disease epidemic, and (in case of the article in bottles and jugs)

s a quick and certain death to all disease germs to.Dbe found in the large
intestines of the fowl, to cleanse the bowels of all dead matter and disease and
to prevent most disease common to poultry and hogs, as a treatment for
sickly pouliry and hogs, and as a preventive against a disease epldelmc, whereas,
in truth and in fact, it was not effective for the purposes named.

On June 3, 1920, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf of
the defendant firm, and the court imposed a fine of $120 and costs.

E. D. BaLy, Actmg Secretary of Am iculture.

S249. Mlsblandlng of Blacl\ Beauty Scratch Feed. U.S. * * * vy, Superior
Feed Co., a Corpeoration. Plea of guilty. Fine, $25 and costs.
(F. & D. No. 11209. I. 8. No. 16268-r.)

On November 7, 1919, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Tennessee, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district an information against the .
Superior Feed Co., a corporation doing business at Memphis, Tenn., alleging
shipment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about
October 31, 1918, from the State of Tennessee into the State of Georgia, of a
quantity of an article, labeled in part “ Black Beauty Scratch Feed,” which was
misbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the artlcle by the Bureau of Chemlstry of this de-
.partment showed that it contained 8.62 per cent of protein and 2.54 per cent of
ether extract.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
the following statements, appearing on the label thereof, to wit, “ Guaranteed
Analysis: Protein 10.00 per cent, Fat 3.00 per cent,” were false and misleading
in that they represented to purchasers of the article that the same contained not



